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X. — A Papyrus of Dioscurides in the University of Michigan 

Collection 

By Professor CAMPBELL BONNER 

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

[Plate III] 

Papyrus 3 of the University of Michigan Collection was 
identified some months ago as a part of the work de Materia 
Medica by Pedanius Dioscurides of Anazarba. It contains 
the greater part of Book 11, chapter 76, in Wellmann's edition 
(chapters 90-94 in Sprengel). As study of the piece went 
forward, it was seen that despite the uninteresting nature of 
the contents the papyrus was important for several reasons. 

In the first place, papyri of Dioscurides are very rare. In 
1885 C. Leemans published a papyrus codex dealing with 
chemistry which contains some excerpts from the fifth book. 1 
They are carelessly written by a scribe little versed in the 
Greek language, and are on the whole of slight value. There 
is also an insignificant scrap in the Aberdeen Museum. 2 No 
others are known to me. In the second place, the Michigan 
papyrus gives us the oldest known text of Dioscurides, and 
one that differs interestingly from most of the manuscripts. 
Again, since the date of the writing can be fixed within nar- 
row limits, the piece is of some value to the palaeographer. 

The papyrus is a rather large fragment of a roll, 33 cm. 
high and 14 cm. wide. The columns of writing are 28.2 to 
28.5 cm. by 7 cm. There are parts of three columns. Of 
the first only a few letters remain in a projection at the upper 
left-hand side. We have by far the greater part of the 

1 Papyri Graeci Musei Antiquarii Publici Lugduni-Batavi, ed. C. Leemans, 
H, 243 ff. The papyrus is known as Leid. X, and is of the third or fourth 
century. 

2 E. O. Winstedt in Class. Quart. 1, 263 ; cf . Wellmann, Preface to Vol. n 
of his edition, p. xx. 
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second column, in spite of some bad cracks and the loss of 
several small pieces. A large part of the bottom of this 
column, at the right, has been split off, and the piece cannot 
now be replaced accurately because of the warping of the 
parts with which it was originally connected. Of the third 
column about one-half is left ; the rest was lost by a longi- 
tudinal split. 

The columns are of a length quite uncommon in literary 
texts; there are 89 lines in the second column, 87 in the 
third. The average number of letters in a line is from 27 to 
29, but the scribe allows himself considerable freedom, some- 
times writing as many as 34, especially where he encroaches 
upon the margin, sometimes as few as 24. This irregularity 
makes it harder to fill out the lost portions of the text, and 
consequently to determine its relationships. 

The text has neither accents nor breathings. Numerals are 
usually represented by letters, which in most cases have the 
horizontal stroke above them ; but sometimes the stroke is 
no longer perceptible, if it was there at all. fiv, with a mark 
like a breve above it, stands for /iw. In two instances the 
case endings of the perfect participle passive have been ab- 
breviated : Col. 2, 78, ice/co/i/iev, with o above the last letter, 
for the genitive singular masculine; and Col. 2, 82, with a 
peculiar sign {£) above, for the genitive singular feminine. 

There are no punctuations except the indications of para- 
graphs, but these are of some interest. In Col. 3 there are 
nine cases of paragraphing. A pause is indicated by a 
space of three to five letters, and under the first one or two 
letters of the line in which the space occurs, a short horizon- 
tal stroke (paragraphus) was drawn, and is still to be seen 
except in one of the nine places. This is the normal method 
in the earlier papyri. In addition, the line under that in 
which the pause occurs is projected one letter-space into the 
left-hand margin. Thompson (Palaeography, p. 59) describes 
the latter device as coming into use later than the para- 
graphus and superseding it ; but here the two are found to- 
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gether. Divisions were probably made by this method in 
Col. 2 also, at 51 and 63, and in 63 the space may be seen; 
but the loss of the left margin with a few letters has ob- 
scured the paragraph indication. 

In Col. 2 at lines 17 and 20 we have what appear to be 
major divisions of the matter ; the paragraphus is longer and 
has a wedge, or diple, added to its head. In these two in- 
stances the division appears to give evidence of a textual 
relation between the papyrus and a mediaeval manuscript. 

At the end of several lines of Col. 2 there is found a pecul- 
iar little check which may be designed to fill unoccupied 
space, but has no other discernible use (Thompson, op. cit., 
p. 63). It is a little angle or wedge, though in some of the 
examples one of its two strokes is longer than the other and 
passes beyond it. One may be seen at the end of line 1 , but 
the clearest are near the end of the column, and do not ap- 
pear on the plate. 

The text is written in a good, small, sloping book-hand 
which was at first thought to be of the third century a.d., 
and without external evidence might be placed by different 
readers either in the third or the preceding century. All 
doubt has now been set at rest by the discovery, on the 
verso of the papyrus, of a faint but still legible cursive writ- 
ing. Lacking experience in the reading of cursives, especially 
ill-preserved ones, I sought the expert assistance of Mr. H. I. 
Bell, of the British Museum, who has generously responded 
to my request. To him I owe the following reading except 
in one or two places where by using a photograph and the 
original together I was able to read more clearly than he 
could from the photograph alone. 

L Xa KvTOKpdropo<i Kaurapos Aou/aW 
Atkfov Avprjkiov 'K.Ofifidbav Evo-e/8o[v]? 
Tlav[yi] 

tow Kij-rrovpo) fiai[ 

ovpw TOV 
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Here the date of Commodus is reckoned, as on the coins 
of Alexandria, in years of his father Aurelius; 3 and his 
" year 31 " would begin, according to the Egyptian style, 
August 29, 190 a.d. The letters at the beginning of the 
third line are very uncertain; perhaps they indicate the 
month Pauni (May- June) , in which case this writing would 
fall within our year 191. Of the writing below the date 
little can be made. Perhaps we may gather that the roll 
was sent to a gardener, but that is all that can be ventured. 
The grammatical discord in the first two words stands as 
above in the papyrus. It may be worth while to mention 
the circumstance that a few other letters can be made out 
on quite another part of the verso, but no connected text is. 
recoverable. 

The papyrus, then, has the year 190 as a terminus ante 
quern, and since there may have been a considerable lapse of 
time between the writing of the text and the jotting on the 
verso, it may have been written as early as 1 50, which would 
bring it within seventy-five years, or less, of the author's 
lifetime. In view of the fairly narrow limits within which it 
can be dated, it is palaeographically of something more than 
ordinary importance (see Plate III) . We see that the small 
sloping uncial hand must be pushed back to an earlier 
period than had been thought necessary ; and the following 
details may be mentioned. Alpha is usually made in two 
parts, the ' loop ' being a long sharp angle ; but it is some- 
times made with a rounded slightly open loop continued, 
without lifting the pen, into the down stroke. This is often 
seen in cu at the end of words. Eta is usually like a broad 
low capital H, but in one case is formed like the small h. 
The horizonal stroke of theta usually crosses the right-hand 
side of the ellipse. The stroke between the two uprights of 
mu is only very slightly dipped. Omicron is small. Omega 
is generally an unbroken curve like the lower part of a circle 

3 Catalogue of Greek Coins in the British Museum, " Coins of Alexandria and 
the Nomes," by R. Stuart Poole, Introd. p. xviii. 
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or ellipse, and is sometimes so small and so nearly closed as 
to resemble omicron at first glance. But in several cases it 
is made in two parts — one stroke down and then to right, 
and another down and slightly leftward, meeting or passing 
beyond the first. 

With about ten possible occurrences, iota adscript is en- 
tirely lacking in verb inflection. In the dative case it is 
found 13 times and omitted 16 times. Confusion among the 
vowels and diphthongs is relatively infrequent for so long a 
fragment, though cases do occur — ei for t three times, t for 
« once ("jrpocrfii^ov) , rj for et twice, ai for e once. The v is 
regularly written (five times) in avv&aov. Nu movable oc- 
curs once at the end of a sentence, once before a vowel, once 
before a consonant, and is omitted twice before vowels. 

In presenting the text I have tried to give as faithful a 
picture of the actual state of the papyrus as is consistent with 
convenience in reading. The words are divided, and capitals 
are used for proper adjectives ; but following the style of the 
Oxyrhynchus volumes for literary papyri, I have omitted 
breathings, accents, and punctuations ; and I have refrained 
from expanding the few abbreviations that occur. Iota ad- 
script and nu movable are shown only where they appear 
in the papyrus. Where words or parts of words are lost, I 
have supplied, as a rule, the text of Wellmann, even where 
there is reason to suspect that a different text may originally 
have stood in the papyrus. But I have departed from this 
practice when different readings are clearly indicated, either 
by neighboring words or by considerations of space. In such 
cases the footnotes will make the procedure clear. Further, 
I supply crw&o-ov, in place of omitting the v, in view of the 
regular use of this form in uninjured parts of the text ; and 
for the same reason write Oepcnrevco and its derivatives with 
a in the first syllable of the stem. 

The first object of the critical notes is to show clearly how 
the papyrus differs from the text of Wellmann, which is indi- 
cated by W. Therefore, in the absence of a note, the papyrus 
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will be understood to agree with Wellmann's text except in 
the minutiae mentioned in the last paragraph, and in respect 
to the expansion of abbreviations. Where Wellmann reports 
no variants, but the papyrus has a different reading, the 
note will contain Wellmann's text followed by the symbol W. 
Where Wellmann's authorities differ among themselves, his 
report of their readings is reproduced (except for insignificant 
details) and the reading which he accepts has, in addition to 
the symbol of its manuscript, W in parenthesis. The sym- 
bols of the manuscripts are explained below (p. 159 ff.). 

It will appear that I have reproduced the greater part of 
Wellmann's critical apparatus. This has seemed only proper, 
in view of the need of exhibiting not only the text of the 
papyrus, but also the relations of the manuscript texts to it 
and to one another. 

Column i 

(p. 151, 11. 18-20 Wellmann) 

8 ean Se km a\\o]<> rpo 

9 7to? Oepaireia'; toiovto<; /i«-]a to e£ 

10 Vfievia-drjvai ro crreap \eai\verai. /cat 

11 «? XoiraBa efifi\r)6ev T7]K€~\tcu aX<K 

Column 2 

(p. 153, 1. 15 — p. 155, 1. 21 Wellmann) 
1 irXuvov] traXiv <T<j>o8pa><; rpeijSaiv tov > 

/tev aTro~\xeofLevov vSaro 1 ; tov Se ein 
Xeofiev^ov a^pc av Trayrj icakay; icca 
TraXiv e]t? yVTpav e[i/3a\aw eyjre lie 
Column i 
8-9 $epawelas rplnros E. This cannot have been the order in the papyrus, 
since it would leave 1. 9 too short. At the end of 1. 12 there is an indistinct 
trace of a letter, and at the end of 1. 14 an o, probably belonging to t4 in 
the phrase els t* 4/coiro (1. 22 W). The column must have ended with rats 
%ep<rli> Ik-. 

Column 2 

1 ird\iv IkxXvvov W. iicirkuvov Orib. E (Jktt\<ivii>v E 2 ), invKivuv F, inrplfiwr 
H Di. Tptpuv F Orib. (W), rpipe E, jtXOtoi' others. 

2 After /iiv Orib. adds iTefctrpe'vou. 

3 &XP" Orib. H Di. t\v$$ W, Tra-yj) E, vayriii Orib. Cantab. 
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5 t oivov icr~\ov etwoSou? o>? 8 av £e<rr) 8k 

ap<K a7r]o rov trvpos ttjv yyrpav ea 
aov ev~\wKTepev<Tai, to 8e <rreap ev 
6a8e Tt) e'xpp-evrj eav 8e 8vaa>8i,av 
wro\enr7]Ti aveXofievot to irpoei 

10 pr/fievov eK erepav yyrpav Kaivr/v 

TrpoaeTnx ea< i oivov eva>8ri Kai ravra 
tok irpoeipTjfievoK irotei ea>? av aira 
<rav Ttyv 8v<rco8iav a7ro/3a\r/ rrj/ce 
rcu 8e Kai x a> P l ' ! a Xa>v err eviaK 8ia0e 

15 aeatv ev at? ovrot evavriovvrai yi 

verai fievToi to ok[t]o>? aKevaaOev 

ovk ayav XevKov axraVTa)? 8e irap 

> 

8a\eiov aKevafrreov \_Kai Xeovrei 

ov avaypeiov re km Ka/xr/Xeiov km 

30 nnreiov apa>nan[o~^Teov 8e areap 

p,oo-%eiov km ravpeiov [e]rt 8e [e]\a$et > 
ov km /xvekov rcovSe to)[j'] £cocov 

5 (aov otvov eidSovt E Orib. Par., (aov eiuiSes (apparently) Orib. Cantab. 
las iva^a-Q- elra Upas E. 

7 rvKTCpcvaai Di. 5* (an error) not in W. ivSdSe om. Orib. 

8 ry 5' W. iiv ti rijs SvauiStas W. 

9 uiroXe/iTT/Ta-. W, SiaXeiiryrai Q (not Orib. as reported by W), inro^ivri 
fl 5ia\e/iri)Tot E (corr. E 2 ) . 

10 Kevljv Orib. Cantab. 

11 irpoaeTrl%eov W., vpoaeinx^ v H Orib. Cantab, irpoo-eirtx^os E. /cal koto 
Q. to airro. W. 

12 irocrav E. 

14 xivSpois Di. rw aXSiv E. iv E. 

16 to om. E. ovto) Orib. H Di. 

17 After \evnbv E begins a new chapter (xS). Si /col W. 

18 o-KevafyTt-ov sic. flreap jrop5d\«oi' /cal X^/tiov, aviypib* re /col ica/«}Xioi> 
koJ frnrtoi' /col to 6/Mia uaafrrux KaTaaKtvaartov E. 

20 /col to 8/1010 after rirrretoi- W. E beings a new chapter (ire) with &pu>ita- 
Tiariov. Si /col E. 

22 roDSe rov fcjJov W. 
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top rporrov tovtov [e]f w/*[e] MOW > 
avrwv to pep evm&i\_a]£€<r0[a]t, km €K 

25 7r\vva<; a>s 7rpoetpT)\_T']ai <r[w]£&rov oivw 

aOaXaaaa) re km evatSei ei[ra a]veXo 
fievot km evvvKTepev\a-'\ai a<£[«?] ere 
pov oivov airo rov avrov yev [ow e 
7rt^ea? [t«] irXtjdei roaovrov oaov rjv 

30 ep-irpoaQev Sodeis km rrfeov airo 

Ko<y%io-as re errip-eXaK irpoi ofirj v 

Kovra KorvXas rov arearoi e[/i]/3a\[e 
ajfowov apa/St/KJ;? o\kos e[irTa] eav 
Se evmSearepov OeXrjf 7roti;[<j']at rov 

35 avdovs oXKai jS irpocrarroho's [8]e /cat 

tjioiveiKOt KaXafiov ret? t<ra? oX«a? 
aatraXadov re km ^vXo/3aX(rafiov a 
va oXkijv a iravra he eareo 0X0 
o-^epearepov KeKOfip^va e[«"]a e 

23 O-vdaTltras 1) H-vfievtaas E (corr. E 2 ) . 

24 airrdv rb E, rb W. juAXor W, piv is an error. terXtfros E, r\tivas W. 

25 Space for two letters (an erasure?) after irpoelpiyrai. o-iv^etrov E (oiife- 
aov W) , tol f&ras other Mss. #m<* ofvif) E. 

28 (k Di. yewiipevov Q. 

29 iirix& W, iirixi^v Di. roaovrov t$ ir\-f)8ei Di. oVov F E (W) , 8<ros 
others. 

30 6 ep.Tpo<rdev W. ti)|os W, rrj(ov E. 

31 diroico-yxfo'cis F (W), avoKopAaas E (corr. E 2 ), d^uX&ras others. 

31-32 Apparently ipSopriKovra, although a trace after irpoj does not agree 
well with this reading. Possibly the first letter was o with e faintly written 
above it. The latter part of the word is clear, ivvia Kori\as W, /cortiXos ivvia 
Di. ipfidWov E (^iifiaWov corr. E 2 ). 

34 irotijo-ai WXpi W. *WXjs H. 

36 tpoimicos Kal Ka\dfiov W, <p. Kal xao-fftat Kal K. H Di. 

38 Before xdvra W reads pmi-op Si ko.1 xaptiapuipov Kal vdpSov Kal Kao-clas 
Kal KtvapuApov dva ovyylav pAav : E omitted, then added in margin pi£ov Si Kal 
Kao-o-las xal vdpSov Kal Kivap.tbpov o\kti fila (same order in DI) : Kivvap.iip.ov Kal 
Kapbap.ibpav Kal vdpSov Di. dtravra E 

39 oKoffx*PV E. 
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40 inSou? oti'[o]i' evaSrj avepeiaai err av 

dpaicwv ireirwfiaafievov ro ayyei 
[o]j> km avv^eaov t/h? apa<; re airo 
rov Tru/009 eacrov WKTepevaai avra 
rr\ h e"j(pp^\y\t]i a7ro^ea? rov oivov 

45 km a\\ov eiriBov? t\ov ai»Tov] yei/[ow 

o-]vv£ecrov op,oia><; en r[pi$ km a<£e? irpai he 
a] veXofievot to <rrea[p cnro^ee rov 
oi^vov eieirXvvas re [t]o ay\_yet.ov km 
Kad^apas 77-/009 t&h irv[d~\p.ev\j. km ti\ 

5° ?a?] 8 . [. .] exp [•] km a[ 

aptofiaTi] &tm S[e] km T[e#a]/3a[7re]u/i*«'[o]j' 

TOV CLV~\TOV T/J07t[o]z> 1Tp[o~\<TTV<f)eTM he 

to. ir]p[oeip]rineva [cr^TeaTa 717309 to pahi 
»?] Be%ao-0M ttjv T(ov apmfiaTcov 
55 SJwa/ui' ovtw Xaficov avrov on av 

Mp~\ 7) £eo-ov aWa oivcoi avvKaOei [9 
fivp]o-iV7)<; kXoBov eptrvWov km 

40 iirlxee Di. (cat iiripeiSe Di. 

41 TreT<i>im<rijUi>ov F (W), TeirapaTur pJvov others. 

42 elra tfpas re E (re del. by E 2 ). 

43 ivvvKT€p€v<rat afrrd W. 

44 (x°^ v V ilP^PQ E. iirbxee W, djrox^as E. 

45 iTTtSiSois F. 

46 6px>iws in on. H. ?us rpls Di, M rpete E (corr. E 2 ). 

47 iirSxet Q Di, dirix 60 '' E. 

49 t6 *7>ds ry irvBpAvi W» tw &vtu> wvdpJvTj E. 

60 ri5|as StuXkras re airi (om. H E) dir60ou xal xp& W : the spacing of the 
scanty traces in the papyrus does not fit this text well, unless it had Sw\L<ras 
re XP& KO * d7r60ou. 

51 icol ri W: the space in the papyrus hardly admits rb, ffepairevb- 
fievov Q. 

52 tovtov riv rplncov H. S£ Kai E. 

55 ainwv W. 

56 aipS E (W), tfpe<rice Q, fioti\ou> Di. dXX4 error for 4/to (W). efra before 
e-u-y/catfels stricken out by E 2 . 

57 tc ical W. 
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Kv[ircupov en Be [ao-ir~\aXadov oXo\_o-%]e 
pea\repov en Be crvvKoirevra Tti^e]? 

60 evt to v] tcov ap/covvrcu otclv Be Tpvrov \a~\v 

eXo]p,evo<; ^ear) irpaecof /cat Bi oQovi 
ov v]\tcra? apa>\_p,~\an£e a>? BeBr/XcoT^ai 
en Be km ovtok irpoo-TV<peTcu 
ra arejaTa /coyfrw: a>? on av avrasv eOeXrp> 

65 Trpoo~]<f>aTov Be /cat afii<yea aifiarof 

ra re] a\\a eyov a iroXXa/CK eiprjrai 
e/i/3]a\a>v ets X[o]7raSa Kaivqv 67r[t^e 
[as re olvov iraXavov XevKov evaBrj a>?] 
VTreplexetv BatcTvXov<; 7) o-vv^eo-ov 

7° eXatf>]pa>i %pa>fievo<; 7rv[/3]i ea>? av ti\v 

ffVfup^VTOv oo-firjv airo/3aXr) icai fiaX 
Xov oi~\vi£rj eiTa Ka0e\a>v to ayyet, 
ov «]at ■^rv^a<; aveXov tov orearo? 
p,va]<; /S /cat ep.fiaX[a>]v et? XoiraBa 

75 irpoae^iriBov? r[e] tov avTov olvov ko 

TV\a?] B KCU XWTIVOV KCLpTTOV OV TO, 

58 utiireipov Mss, corrected by W to K&irepov. 

59 Uri Se (repeated by error from 58) om. W. Kowivra H Di. rivis Si W, 
E omits 5*. 

60 ivl must have been crowded. After ipKovvrai Di adds r§ xp^ aet - T0 
rplrov W, eh Tpirov H Di, E omits rb. 

61 Error for ivaj^o-g ave\6p.evos (W) . SBbwis W, bttovlov E. 

63 olrru H Di. Trpbarvipe W, irpoo-Tixperai E, alii sic conficiunt DI. 

64 (is an error, om. W. d&ys W. 

67 Before ^ujSaXcip Wellmann inserts Kal against the Mss. ^/t/SoXdc Si H, 
UpPaXov E, ZpfiaXKov Di. iirtxiav E. 

68 This line is so deeply abraded as to leave only a few indistinct traces. 

70 ?ws W, ?us fty E. 

71 diro|3<£XXi; F. Kal p&XKov omitted and then added in margin by E. 

73 toO E (W), omitted from other Mss. 

74 pa\(bv Q Di. 

75 irpo<re«ri5i8oi>s H. re om. H. 

76-77 rots |iiXois oi ofiXo7rotoi xp&vrai W, rd £i)Xa oJ atfXoirotol ira/oaXa/»/S(£- 
poiuri Kal xP^ktoi (/coi xP&vrai om. Di) E Di. 
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ft/\a] 01 avXotroioi irapaXafi^avov 
<rt ice^iconnev fiv 8 etye irvpi kov 
<f>co ki\v(ov BirjveKC&i orav 8e Ti}V 

80 a-reareo^Br] airofyopav airoftaKri ira 

crav 8i]v\ura<! avro yfrv^e kcu Xifiavw > 
tov km a(T~\ira\a6ov iceicofifiev p, a> 
afiapcnco~\v KeKOfifievrji p,v 8 oivco 
TraXata)] fyvpaaov /cat ea<ra? piav w 

85 KTa o-v~\ptreo-eiv r-q S e^o/uew? et? > 

j(yrpa\v Kepapeav rpiy^ovv Ktuvrjv 
Kade; r]a avra re km to o-reap irpoa 
aTroSmJ 8e kcu oivov j(pav rjfucrv km 
o~vv£e<r] ov airavra ofiov a)? 8 av 

Column 3 

(p. 155, 1. 22 — p. 157, 1. 23 Wellmann) 
arvfifiaTOiV ttjp [re Bvvapiv km 
rrjv oa-prjp ava[\a/3T) to areap kcl6 

79 Siijvenus kivwv W, KtvQv Siypeum E. 

80 iiropdWy F. 

81 i\i<ras E. ainbv E. xal \api>v &aira\&$ov W. 

82 Kenop.pJvov W, K€Kop.pJvr]s E. 

83 d^opaWi-ou 5£ 4f0ovs W, i/mpdKov Si ivSovrros E, et amarici DI. If d/io- 
P&kov is rightly supplied in the papyrus, the gender of Kcitop.pJvi)s (om. W) is 
peculiar. 

84 <p6pao~ov iraXaiy W, 7raXai£ (pvpacov E. iaffov W. 

85 TrieiK F, avvweiv E, iroieiv H Di, W emends to avp.vi.eiv. 

86 77HX0'"'"''"'' W, Tpl%OVV E. 

87 raCro W, aib-4 Di. W omits re, re (col E. 

88 vpoaairoSovs H. x°^ ws <mww W, x°*s jj/nwu oivov Di, x°^ a £»' a ^Icw ^ 
^uuru E (corr. E 2 ) , x°** W v (omitting ofw>u but leaving space) H. 

89 bran Si W, us »» E, ?ws a» Di. 

Column 3 
1-2 nivTutv tuv 0-Tvp.pdTav riiv Sivapxv <coJ tj)i> iapA/v ebroXd/Sg W, TtSi" 
<rTvp.pAT<av rf)v re Siiwi/uc ica! tV 6(rp.^v dwiXd/Sj; E (the scribe of the papyrus, 
with a similar text before him, probably omitted twv by an oversight in chang- 
ing to a new column), t^v Siva/uv ical t^v dtrpviiv t&v aTvpp.i.T<t>v avaXAPxi Di. 
rHv arvp.pATwv om. Q. 
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ejXow avro km Stv\[to-as irrj^ov wiroOov 
re eav Be evmBe^cnepov OeXr)<; iroi 

5 i)<rai fiurye avrmi <r\ fivpvrfi Xivapco 

TaTT}<; oXicas rj oiv[a> Bfeifieva? tto 
Xverei to Be o\_pvideiou km %t) 

veiov areap ovtox; \_av eva>Biao-0eir) Xaftcov 01 
o\vTivo<i avrav Te^dapairevfievov ko 

10 TvXas B Kadeis «s [oarpaKi.vqv yyrpav 

•/rpoo-fuljov epv<ri[trKT)'7rTpov km gvXofiaX 
a-afiov en Be <f>oiv[iKO<; eXarrjv km ko, 
X~\ap,ov aBpopepcos \^KeKop,fievmv ava Bpa 
^/u]as t/3 eirtBov? re [oivov Aeo-/3iov ira 

*5 X[at]oi; kotvXtjv a 0e[? eir avdpaKiat km 

avv^ecrov Bi$ eira [aveXo/jLevos airo 
tov 7TVj009 to ayyeiov \_km eao-as ■tyvyij 
vm to, ev ai/T[a>] r)p.[epav km 
WKTa r-qi exofi*v[_r) rr/gov avra km 

so Bia paKOXK Xivov k\_m Kadapov vXiaov «? 

apyvpovv ayyeiov o\rav Be -rrayrj av 

3 E 2 adds Se 1 after Ka6e\i>v. tt)£ov Mss, vrfeav Laguna. koX &t68ov Di. 

4 *otr)<rai fl^Xjjs W, 6t\tgi iroir)<rai E. 

5 p.l<rye W, p-Urye airy E. After <rptipin)$ W has rijs, not in E : the space 
in the papyrus would scarcely admit it. 

6 ixri) AXkAj W, oXicds rj E Di. SieipJvr)! E. 

7 iro\VTe\i) Kal iroXveri E (iro\vre\r) Kal del. E 2 ) . 

8 Wellmann's text, which I have supplied, could hardly have been 
crowded into the remainder of the line. Perhaps the papyrus had an erroneous 
form like eiuSiaady (Q Di), or ovrtvos. 

9 olovrivonovv H, oUvtlvos E (o?ou del. E 2 ) . 

10 Kal leaflets W. x' r P a " io-TpaKlvr/v E. 

11 rrp/xrpet^ov W. 

12 Kal KaXd/xov om. H.' 

13 iXo&xepus W, adpo/xepws E. KeKoppAvov E Di. 

14 <• <• i/S E, < i/3' others (< = SpaxMi))- « xaXcuoO otmv E. 

15 Kia0ov era W, kotiJXijv a E. eis aVflparas E. 

16 Tpls W, rerpdKis t) Tpls E (rerpdm r) del. E 2 ). 
21 apyvpovv F E DI (W), KaBapiv others. 
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ekofievos Koy%<o t[o Tcpoeipr\p.evov 
et? Kepafieov Kaeiv[ov ayyeiov /8a 
Xe Trmfiacrat <TTeyv[a><; airodov ev 
25 KaTayjrv^pm roirmi , %\eip.a>vo<; 8e rav 

ra 8pa<r[r]eov ev ya\_p Oepei ov 

7T7]<T<TeTai TlVeS S[e Trpo<; TTjV avara 

aiv auT[o]u Kai irr]%i[v /3pa%y xrjpov rvp 
prjviKOV p.iayovaiv [to> Be avroo rpoira) 

30 apcofiaT[i]<TTeov Kai a[piceiov zeal ra o/tot 
a crafiyfrovxi^eTai [Be crreap ovto)<s \a 

fttov tov p,ev Ka\oo<; Te 0apa[Trevfievov oaov 
fivav a ecrrco Be fta\[\ov ravpetov 
Kai o-a/jLyjrowxov a>pip.\ov redXaafie- 

35 vov o\o<T%epcK ftva[y a r/fiKrv fieigov em, 

p,eXoo<; Kai p,ei%a<s a^vaifkaaov eiri 
paivasv Ba^riXearep^ov oivov eua 
airoTi6ep,evo<; avra [«? ayyeiov Kai 
aKeTracras eaaov ev[yvKTepev<rai 

40 irpto'i he et? %yrpa[v Kepafieav ep. 

23 KcpaneoOv W. Kaetviv om. W, H Di have Kaivbv after flAXKe. /SdAe 
omitted then added in margin by E 2 , /SdXXe F. 

24 Kai irufidtras W. areyavQs W. (rreyvQs wafidffas E. 

27 Tr^yvvrai W, vicar ai E. 

28 tV 7t^|ik W, E. omits TrJV. Kvpr)i>iKov F. 

30 Kai rb veiov Kai ApKUOv (col to 8/mho. W, ri om. E, &pKct6v re (omitting 
preceding Kai) Di. The space in the papyrus could not accommodate the 
reading of W. The trace after Kai is probably o, and the o at the beginning of 

31 is certain; hence I have supplied as above. 

31 aafi-if/vxi^rai. Mss, corr. W. 

32 piiv om. W. re above line inserted by first hand. 

35 Te6\a<rpJvov ^7ti/mXu>s W, r. 6\<wxep<2j E. foovpvav H. fieiljov, omitting 
^iri/«X& W, pUI-ov ^irt^eXus E. 

36 /naylSas (after Kai) W, juaXcifas E, pUI-as F. di»airX<i<ras F. 

37 iirixtas Q (W), (tnpalvov E, iirtppalvaii Di. 

38 dTTofl^Mvos W. atfrds W, aird Q E. 

39 <ricetKi<ras E. mKTcpeS<rai Q Di. 

40 mitfpax Q Di. 
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fiakav km vBmp [eTrt^ea? eyfre KoiMpoo? 
orav Be tijv iBiav [007*171' airofiaXr) 
to o~reap 8iv\i<ras a[yro km. ea<ra<; av 
to /leivat o\r)v tt)V \_wkto, ireirm 

45 fiaa/ievov xaXo>? rrj \emov<rr) av 

eXo/ieiw tov [T]jOO^to - [«oi' icai euro 

%v<ra<; tt)v 77730? t[oi/] irv[_8fieva pvirapi 

av p,ei%ov ira\i[v cra/i^rov^;ow ice/cofi 

fievov g>5 eiprjrat [aWijv fivav a r)fn,ffv icai (otravTm<i 

50 avao~Tpe<j>a>v p,a<y\j.Ba<; re iroimv /cat 

ra aWa [ra tt] poeipr) \_peva ejn vracn Be 
e^rt)aa<! icai v\X\iaa<; a\_(f>eX(ov re et Tts tt/so? 
to) irv0ftev[_i] pvrrapia \ykapyoi airoQov 
ev Karayjrv^p^a tottom [ ei Be 

55 aOapairevrov a\r~\eap XV V L T 1 0V V °P vl 

[9~\r)0v t) e%i8vT)0V 6e\rj [t« aarjirrov 
8iaTT)pr)o-[_ai ow]tg>? irpot[irreov avro 
\a/3wv irpo[cr~\<l>aTov ot[j av aipt] etc 
ttXvvov €7r[t]/i€\tBS «a[t 8ia-tyv%a<; e 

60 7rt ko<7kivo\_v] ev cr/cia n[era to £rjpav 

43 W. omits second airi. 

44 SKr/v vAkto, ficTvat E. 

46 irpo<rairo|t;<ras W, for which reading there may have been room in the 
papyrus, dn-of&ras E, vptxrairo^iias Di. 

47 iv riff irv$fi4vi W, irpAs riv w. E. 

49 The text of W which I have supplied (with o for ittar) is 8 or 10 letters 
too long to fit into the remainder of the line ; perhaps icai ixrairus was omitted. 

50 ivaiTTpitjmv E (W), A.vaoTp{<j>a>v Q, and so probably the papyrus, &vi- 
irAa<r<re Di. re om. E Di. 

51 & ISlas irpoetpifrai E, & irpoetpriTai Di. 

52 SwXfoat W, i\l<ras E. ri)v irp&s Ttf w6ix4vri jiwaplav inripxov<rai> E : a 
similar reading would fit the gaps in the papyrus almost equally well. 

55 i0epiirevTov W. x^kiov W and similarly with the other adjectives. 

56 nbaxeiov W, ixttwiov E, absungia gallinacia et anserina et uiperina DI. 
tfftot W, «Xet Orib. F Di, 0£ky E. 

57 ovtu) H Di. irpo^TjTeoK] error for vouqrtov (W). 

58 ottoiok W, 8rt E. j36i!Aom> Di. 
60 iv Koa kIvov H, iv Koviclvif F. 
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drjvai e/tyS[a]\e et? o8ov\j,ov kcu e/c 

iriaaov rat? %epo~iv eira e[ppa> fiascos 

etra \iva> eipas Kpep,a [crov ev to 

ttwl o~Kiep<oi fiera Be r)fi[epa<; iro\ 
65 \a? icaivcDi a-rrohrjaw; x[aprr) airo 

[T]t^e<70 ev Ka^T^aifrvxpco [roirco aarjirra 

Be Siafievei Kai fie\ \_iti airoTi 

Oefieva acrriirTa fievei [ Bvva 
/mv Be e%« wavra to area\ra Oepfiav 
70 tiictjv to fievroi ravpeiov [trTM^et iro 

<70)9 Kai to p.oo~')(eiov Kai t[o fioeiov 

km to XeovTeiov ava\oy\ei tovtok 

$ao~iv Be Kai avTi<papfiaK[ov avro 

tow eTn/3ov\[e]vovaiv eivai [ to Be e 
75 \a(f>eiov km epireTa BicoKei [««Ta %pi 

o/Aevov t[o] Be aiyeio[v o-tvttti 

KtoTepov oOev Bvo-evrepiKoi[<; BiBoTai 

aw aXtpiTcoi «a[t] rupmi e^jrofiev^ov o 

Oev evK\v%[_o(i\evov p.er\_a ^vXov 

61 tiifiaWov H, ?M/SoXXe Orib. F. 60&vnv W, 68bvu>v Orib. E, cf. Col. 2, 61. 
After 6$6vr)v H Di add KaBapav. 

62 (ktUuov W, iKviaaov E, ipnrleaov Orib. Cantab., tKirletrov after xqwirDi. 
efro an error, cf. 1. 63, om. W. 

63 eireiro Orib. ^ Xipy E. dielpas W. 

67 <Si E (W), others omit, iv (i£\itl W. dworeWvra W, amrrMpxva E. 

68 4o-)jjrTo (^w om. W : wrongly repeated from line above. 

69 ra ffTtara Trdera W. BepavevriK^v E, BeppMVTiKfy (written above) E 2 . 
After BepiMvTiK-fiv H Di add yuaXoucTi/oiv, aptapariKi/jv. 

71 rai t6 j3. <ccd rd /«. W. 

72 Si after \ebrreiov W. 

74-75 t6 <S£ i\ecpavreu>v Kai 4\d<peu>i> W, t6 S'£\d<piov Kai 4\e(pimoi> E. 
i\e<j>dvTciov Kai formed no part of the original text : cf . DI ceruino homo perunc- 
ius ueslias (i.e. bestias) omnes expellet, and Diosc. irepl 'AirXuc $app.dKwv, 11, 134 
(p. 307 W). Kai before epirera om. W. 

78 aKiplrqi Kai pol Kai rupy KaBeyj/Aixevov tyKMferat re H Di. TVpif E, 
TtTipy F DI (cf. Diosc. ?repl 'AtXQv $apjiAKwv, II, 51, p. 266 W). Kai ef&ptvor 
W, aviipjevov (for e\p-) F. 

79 &6ev is perhaps repeated by error from 1. 77 ; but DI. has unde twice 
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80 Trac-aw?? ev#[er]« Be km <j>0[icriicoi<; 

ev po(f>r)fiacrt, ef avrav £[a)/to? km tok 

Kav6apiB<K •nreirmKoai a><£e\[t/u.a)? 

BiBotm to Be rpayeiov B[ia\v 

rucwrepov fioijOovat iroBaypiKo^ii avv 
85 aiyo<s airvpadois km KpoK<o eiriTid[e/ie 

voy to Te irpo^aTeio\y ava 

\o<yet tovtm to Be Tapcy(t)p\^ov 

Before proceeding to discuss the text of the papyrus, it is 
necessary to resume as briefly as possible what has been 
learned about the manuscripts of Dioscurides and the history 
of his text. This knowledge we owe chiefly to the thorough 
and painstaking researches of Max Wellmann ; 4 the edition 
of Sprengel (Leipzig, 1829) in Kiihn's Medicorum Graecorum 
Opera was based upon inferior manuscripts, and is of little 
value today; The paragraphs that follow are dependent 
upon Wellmann's preface, for, unfortunately, the separate and 
fuller discussion of the manuscripts which he promised has 
never, to my knowledge, appeared. I have even ventured 
to reproduce Wellmann's stemma of the manuscripts, in order 
to shorten the discussion of their relations. 

(trnde et disintericis medetur, unde si cum pulenta el furfure coctu disteri ad- 
hibetur), where the second clause may represent &0ev <rii> a. Kal t. hf/bfmevov 
iyK\i^erai. iyieMfcrai W. (coijuerckE. fieri. irTurdnjs ^uXoBW, furax. vr - E. 

81 p^xpiipuri E. xal om. by E, and perhaps by the papyrus : the line is a 
little long as compared with others in this part of the text. 

83-84 Sia\vTiK<brepov 6v W, SidKvriKt&raTov H Di, SiaxvriKiirepov ij Sta- 
\vriK<irepov (omitting 6v) E (corr. E 2 ). /Soijtfei W. <pvpa0iv <riv W, E omits 
ipvpaBiv. 

85 Kp6Kip Kal W, E omits Kal. 

86 Kal ri irpopdreiov Si avaXvyet roirip W. 

87 Between roirip and ri Si W has veiov Si [dyaXoyei] rots irepJ baripav Kal 
iSpav Kal irvpiKairois &pn&fci. Ava\oyet, bracketed by W, is omitted by E. 8 
Kal irvpiKavrots Di. 

* Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei de materia medica libri v. ed. Max Well- 
mann, Berlin, 1006-1914 (Praef. in Vol. n, pp. v-xxvi) ; " Krateuas," Abh. Gott. 
Ges. d. Wiss. 1897 ; " Die Pflanzennamen des Dioscurides," Herm. xxxm, 
360-422. 



158 



Campbell Bonner 



[1922 



Wellmann holds that all existing manuscripts are derived 
from a recension made in the second century, probably less 
than a hundred years after the work was written. Upon 
some very slight evidence he attributes this recension to a 
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certain Joannes, who appears to have edited other medical 
works. 5 In the third century, according to Wellmann, the 
tradition divides into two branches. The texts derived from 
the left-hand branch, or first recension, contain the material 

6 Praef . p. vi (where the reference to Galen should be xn, 766) . The com- 
bination is doubted with reason by Oder, in his review, Berl. phil. Woch. 1906, 
p. 521- 
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arranged in five books as Dioscurides wrote it. The right- 
hand branch is derived from an archetype the editor of which 
grve up the arrangement in five books, and rearranged the 
i__aterial alphabetically according to the substances described. 
This is the Dioscurides Alphabeticus, which Wellmann places 
between Galen, who appears not to have known it, and 
Oribasius, the physician of the Emperor Julian, who made 
excerpts from it for his great compilation 'larpiical "Zvvaycoyai 
(Herm. xxxiii, 374 f.). Texts derived from the alphabetic 
recension differ not only in arrangement but also in readings 
from those of the first recension. 

The first class of the first recension is headed by the ex- 
cellent Parisinus 2179 (P), of the ninth century. O in the 
stemma designates its lost source. V (Marc. Ven. 273) is a 
copy of P. P and V are defective and do not contain the 
part of the text covered by the papyrus. F (Laurent. 74, 
23) is complete, but much later (fourteenth century) and 
inferior. H (Palat. 77), of the fourteenth century, and A 
(Vindob. Med. Graec. xvi), of the fifteenth, are related to 
F, but contain some readings derived from the group known 
as Di (Dioscurides interpolatus) , of which more presently. 
Readings of the group FHA are sometimes cited by the 
symbol of their archetype, Q. 

Wellmann recognizes a second class of this left-hand or 
first recension, separating from the main stem in the fourth 
century. From it are derived, first, the Latin translation of 
Dioscurides, second, a peculiar manuscript of the Escorial 
library, and third, a few portions of Book 111 which exist in 
a palimpsest (Vindob. Lat. 16) of the sixth century. The 
last is not shown on the stemma, which is not free from 
faults (Oder, /. c. 522). 

The Latin Dioscurides is known from Cod. Monacensis 
357, of the eighth century, written in the Langobardic script. 
It has been published in instalments in Romanische Forschun- 
gen, Book 1 by Hofmann and Auracher, the remainder by 
Stadler. The text included in the papyrus corresponds to 
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Rom. Forsch. x, 200-202. The author of this version used a 
good manuscript of the second class of the first recension (so 
Wellmann, Praef. p. xxi) ; but he omitted not a little of his 
original and misunderstood even more. I have supplemented 
Wellmann's apparatus by adding from this source a few 
readings which appeared to be of importance. 

E (Escorial. in, R 3), of the eleventh century, is shown 
by Wellmann (Praef. xii, xxiii) to be closely related to Dl, 
though he does not believe it to have been copied from the 
same archetype. He describes E as full of errors and inter- 
polations, and possessing further many readings in common 
with the second or alphabetic recension; hence the dotted 
line connecting E with the right-hand branch of the stemma. 
The scribe of E, in Wellmann's opinion, had before him a 
book descended by several removes from the archetype of Dl, 
in the margin of which variants of the second recension had 
been entered. These he sometimes took into the text ; some- 
times he placed both readings side by side. It will be seen 
later that the papyrus suggests a different view of this 
matter. Wellmann further calls attention to a passage in 
Photius (Bibl. 1 78) , from which it appears that the patriarch 
read a manuscript of Dioscurides which in contents and 
arrangement resembled our E. 

The third class of the first recension comprises a group of 
late manuscripts denoted by the symbol Di, with the matter 
arranged in five books, but containing many interpolations and 
peculiar readings derived from the alphabetic recension. For 
details reference must be made to Wellmann (Praef. xii-xiv). 

No useful purpose can be served by dwelling at length 
upon the texts of the second recension, because, save the ex- 
cerpts of Oribasius, none that is reported by Wellmann covers 
the chapter contained in our papyrus. The great illustrated 
herbal of Vienna (C) and its near relative N, constituting 
Wellmann's second class of the alphabetic recension, contain 
only so much of Dioscurides as is concerned with plants, and 
that combined with extraneous matter in a great compilation. 
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The group marked X on the stemma (the third class) is, 
according to Wellmann, the result of a contamination of a 
copy derived from the first recension with the readings of C, 
and he makes no use of these texts. 

The first class of the second recension contained the whole 
of Dioscurides' work arranged in alphabetical order. Of 
this group Oribasius is the most important witness, and his 
readings are reported by Wellmann. But except for a single 
passage he gives no readings of Dioscurides manuscripts of 
this class, on the ground that they are all late and represent 
a contamination of all three classes of the alphabetic recension. 

Oribasius' excerpts from Dioscurides form Books xi-xiii 
of his compilation. Bussemaker and Daremberg omitted 
them from their edition of Oribasius because they contained 
no original material ; hence there is, unfortunately, no printed 
edition of the Greek text of these books. Wellmann notes 
their readings from Paris. Graec. 2189 (A of Oribasius), a six- 
teenth-century manuscript. The few lines which coincide in 
part with our papyrus were kindly recollated for me by my 
colleague, Mr. H. A. Sanders, who finds Wellmann's report 
in error on one point (Col. 2, 9). Thinking it desirable to 
examine at least one other text of Oribasius, I obtained a 
photograph of the passage corresponding to the papyrus as it 
stands in Orib. C, a fifteenth-century manuscript belonging 
to the library of St. John's College, Cambridge (No. A, 6). 
This I owe to the kind offices of Mr. E. E. Sikes, Fellow and 
Senior Tutor of St. John's. To avoid possible confusion with 
the symbols of Dioscurides manuscripts, I refer to Orib. A as 
Orib. Paris, and to Orib. C as Orib. Cantab. 

We may now consider the text of the papyrus, which will 
be sometimes cited as PMich. It was not a fortunate chance 
which presented us with this part of Dioscurides' work rather 
than another. For one thing, all of our text is concerned 
with a single item of the pharmacopoeia, namely, the prepa- 
ration and medicinal properties of fats. Hence, since the 
subject does not change within the limits of the papyrus, it is 
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not possible, strictly speaking, to determine whether the 
material of the roll was alphabetically arranged or not. Its 
date, however, is earlier than Wellmann placed the making of 
the alphabetic recension, and the differences which appear 
between the papyrus and Oribasius' excerpts argue against a 
close relation between them. Again, because the materials 
discussed in the papyrus are of animal origin, they do not 
appear in the Vienna manuscripts C and N, which are herbals. 
Consequently, among the sources quoted by Wellmann, only 
the excerpts of Oribasius enable us to compare our text with 
the alphabetic recension, and unfortunately they cover only a 
small part (Col. 2, 1-17, Col. 3, 54-68). Once more, the best 
manuscript of the first recension, P, and its copy, V, do not 
contain this part of Dioscurides ; P does not begin until some 
six chapters farther on. Thus the field of comparison is 
limited to FHA (i.e. the Q group) Di, E, Dl, and Oribasius. 

As is to be expected in a papyrus of this period, the text 
has many readings peculiar to itself. I have counted fifty- 
six cases, of which two are not beyond doubt. In one (Col. 
2, 83) the not very safe witness of the Latin version may in- 
dicate an original agreeing with the papyrus ; in the other 
(Col. 3, 8) it is not certain that the papyrus had a shorter 
text than W. There are a good many obvious blunders, due 
to inattention, and particularly to the wandering of the eye 
to a neighboring word or phrase, as Col. 2, 8-9, 24 (f-ev for 
fieWov), 56 (aXXa for a/ia), 59 (repetition), 61, 81 (prob- 
ably) ; Col. 3, 57, 62 and 68 (repetition), 79. In several 
other places small words, especially conjunctions and articles, 
have been wrongly omitted or inserted; Col. 2, 7, 29, 36, 64, 
Col. .3, 1, 10, 24, 32. Unimportant variations in word-order 
occur in Col. 2, 1, 34, Col. 3, 71. The papyrus has pre- 
served a better spelling than the manuscripts in Col. 3, 31 
(see note). The reading ovfnrecreiv, Col. 2, 85, is interesting 
and possibly right, if it may be taken to mean ' settle ' ; but 
Wellmann's emendation <Tvp7rieiv, 'soak' is very plausible; 
cf. Theophr. H. P. v, 7, 4- 
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Certain omissions of the papyrus may reflect the original 
state of the text; so perhaps in Col. 2, 20, where all other 
authorities add ical ra ofioia, and especially 38, where the 
sentence not found in the papyrus reads like an interpolation 
— it was first omitted, then added in the margin by E. 
There were certainly readings shorter than those of the manu- 
scripts in Col. 3,. 30 and 49. In Col. 3, 75 the papyrus is 
certainly right in reading i\d<f>eiov without i\.e<j)dvTeiov, the 
latter being a variant caused by some uncertainty on a 
scribe's part as to the exact reading of an injured text ; see 
the critical note. Here the papyrus seems to have the sup- 
port of Dl, and the immediate original of E may have agreed 
also. On the other hand, the omission of a sentence in Col. 
3, 87 is an error. 

More important than the cases where the papyrus stands 
alone are its numerous agreements with one of the manu- 
scripts. This is the peculiar Escorial manuscript E. In 
forty-one certain cases the papyrus agrees with E against all 
other authorities. The case of Col. 2, 38 might be added 
(see the last paragraph) ; and in two other cases, Col. 3, 5 
and 46, where the ends of the lines are lost, the measurement 
of the spaces to be filled suggests an original agreement be- 
tween PMich. and E. Of the forty-one cases of agreement 
just mentioned, nine E-readings are adopted by Wellmann 
as clearly right — Col. 2, 25, 51, 56, 73, 74, Col. 3, 1, 39, 67, 
78. Of the remainder, there are four unimportant order- 
variants and a larger number of miscellaneous minor variants 
touching the use of a simple or a compound verb (Col. 2, 24, 
Col. 3, 52), the omission or addition of small words, con- 
nectives, participles, and pronouns (Col. 2, 24, 59, 60, 70, 87, 
Col. 3, 5, 28, 85), and the choice of a participle or a finite 
verb in continuing a sentence (Col. 2, n, 30, 44). This last 
uncertainty may be observed in other manuscripts also, and 
is natural in view of the author's rambling and inelegant 
style. 

The papyrus and E have no serious blunders in common. 
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On the other hand, they have among the remainder of their 
common departures from the other manuscripts several read- 
ings which merit brief discussion, rp^ow, Col. 2, 86, is 
better than rpij(owiaidv (W), while trriaaeTai (iriaaeTai)^ 
Col. 3, 27, is a late and inferior form (jr^ywrai W). aSpo- 
fieptte, Col. 3, 13, is as good as its synonym oXoo-^epw? (W). 
kotvXtjv, Col. 3, 15, seems to give a better proportion than 
KvaOov (W). o^oo-^ejoa)?, Col. 3, 35, is as good or better 
than eVt^eXw? (W) ; and the fact that the other manuscripts 
have eVt/ie\w? here, while omitting it in the next line, where 
PMich. and E have it, suggests that the others have mis- 
placed the word. 

Especially significant as to the close relation between the 
papyrus and E is the sentence in C0I.3, 83-85, where there 
are three common omissions — ov (haplography) , <f>vpadev, 
and Kal before eirinOeiievov — and a similarity in the division 
of the text near the beginning of the papyrus. The use of 
the paragraphus in several cases has been mentioned above, 
and attention was called to the fact that in two places, Col. 
2, 17 and 20, a major division seemed to be indicated by the 
use of a wedge-headed line, a combination of diple and para- 
graphus. Now in precisely these two places E indicates new 
chapters (see critical note), and nowhere else within the 
limits of the papyrus. Q Di have no chapter divisions in 
this part of the text. 

The peculiar readings of the papyrus and E mentioned in 
the last paragraph are especially noteworthy because they 
cannot be due to casual errors of a copyist, but rather derive 
from a form of the text differing not a little from that of the 
Q family. That text must also have differed from Oribasius' 
text of Dioscurides. It is true that we find E, Oribasius, 
and (probably) PMich. agreeing in the reading eicirkvvov 
(Col. 2, 1), and in Col. 2, 3, the Cambridge Oribasius, with 
its reading TrayrjOi), points to irayy of PMich. and E. But 
Oribasius has individual variants in Col. 2, 2 and 7. In 
Col. 3, PMich. E Orib. agree in the form 666viov (61) ; but 
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Oribasius does not read on with PMich. E in 58, nor has it 
the striking e%ihveiov for (idaxetov of PMich. Dl E in 56. 
Oribasius has an individual variant in 63. The relation of 
the alphabetic recension to the text represented by our 
papyrus does not, therefore, seem to be particularly close. 

The papyrus then presents a text which appears to stand 
apart from Wellmann's so-called Joannine recension. Since 
it is clearly discrepant from the Q group, upon which Well- 
mann's text of this part is principally based, and also from 
Oribasius, it remains to seek an explanation of its peculiar 
relation to E. It should be borne in mind that although E 
agrees significantly with PMich. in a number of places, there 
are as many (more than forty) in which it has readings en- 
tirely peculiar to itself. About three-fourths' of these read- 
ings are unimportant — omissions or insertions of small 
words, changes in order, and minor blunders. There are 
a few 'wild' readings, like fiaXd^ai (Col. 3, 36), a ISiox; 
■jrpoeiprjTai (Col. 3, 51) ; for these the other texts offer no 
very good explanation. But in general the discrepancies of 
E from the papyrus are less significant than the group of 
good readings in which they agree. 

Wellmann's views about the character of the text of E 
have been set forth above in connection with the description 
of the manuscript. He admits the excellence of some of E's 
readings, but, suspecting the influence of the alphabetic re- 
cension, adopts them, in general, only when supported by the 
Latin version or by the pseudo-Dioscuridean de Herbis 
Femininis. 

It is not to be denied that in various parts of the work E 
stands in close relation to the text of Oribasius and the Vi- 
enna herbals, i.e., to the alphabetic recension. But that 
relation may be conceived in a manner different from Well- 
mann's view of it. Our papyrus gives evidence that readings 
found in E alone among manuscripts of the first recension go 
back to the middle of the second century, that is, to a time 
before the making of the alphabetic recension. To judge 
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from the part of the text which the papyrus covers, it seems 
more likely that the writer of E used, and perhaps based his 
text chiefly upon, a manuscript closely related to the Michigan 
papyrus, and derived from the same archetype with it, though 
doubtless with several intermediate stages. That manuscript 
was probably rubbed and otherwise injured. The archetype 
was also drawn upon to some extent by the editor of the al- 
phabetic recension. The scribe of E evidently used also a 
text belonging to the first class of the first recension — the 
class represented in this chapter by the Q group — probably 
correcting his original by its aid, and modifying it so exten- 
sively as to give it the appearance of a " Joannine " text. 
This hypothesis may serve to explain several double readings 
of which the first is either like the text of the papyrus or else 
is a guess at an illegible word, while the second is the text of 
Q. So in Col. 2, 9, vTrofievr) ij EiaXehrrjTai E, VTroKehr-qTai 
PMich. Orib., bia\e(irr]Tai Q; Col. 2, 77, Ta%v\a . . . ■jrapa- 
\ap,@dvov<n Kal %p&vrai E, irapa\a/j.ftdvov<ri PMich. Di, tois 
£v\ot? . . . 'xp&vtcu Q. Even in Col. 3, 16, where E has 
rerpaKK fj rpfc (see critical note), Terpdia<; may come from 815 
(PMich.) so rubbed that the 8 alone was legible and was taken 
for a numeral. From the other cases it is safer to infer that 
E's original was illegible than that it offered a peculiar read- 
ing; cf. Col. 2, 23, 88, Col. 3, 7, 83. 

A few other points deserve separate comment. In Col. 3, 
56, the Latin version (Dl) agrees with PMich. and E in 
reading uiperina (ix®veiov) where the others (Q Orib. Di) 
have pooxuov • and in Col. 2, 63 the version of Dl seems 
nearer to irpoarvfyercu (PMich. E) than to Trp6<rrv<f>e of the 
other texts. In Col. 3, 74-75 Dl takes account of i\d<f>eiov 
only, with PMich. 

Wellmann's interpolated Dioscurides (Di) shares good 
readings with the papyrus or the papyrus and E in the 
following places: Col. 2, 77, irapaXafi^dvovai, PMich. Di, 
•jrapaKaiApdpovcn Kal xp&vtcu E; Col. 3, 1, in reading t&v 
arvfifidrmv and omitting iravrtov (though the word-order in 
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Di is different); Col. 3, 2, avaXdfig PMich. E; Col. 3, 
23, Kaivov with PMich., though in a different order; Col. 
3, 37, impaivcov PMich. Cf. also Col. 2, 9, 28, 51. 

In three noteworthy cases the papyrus is in agreement 
with the first class of the first recension against the other au- 
thorities; Col. 2, 41, Treiroofiao-fifrov PMich. F; Col. 3, 36, 
Hed-as (/it'^a?) PMich. F ; Col. 3, 50, ava<TTpe<pa>v PMich. Q. 

With Wellmann's admirable edition at the service of 
scholars, it is not likely that anybody will soon undertake 
again to revise the text to which the German savant has 
devoted so much learning and self-sacrificing labor. None 
the less, the Michigan papyrus furnishes reasons for modi- 
fying the views of the text which Wellmann was naturally 
led to adopt. Since within the part covered by the papyrus 
characteristic readings of E are now proved to be as early 
as the second century, it seems permissible to infer that in 
other parts of the work also some of the readings of E may 
be equally ancient, and that intrinsically good readings of this 
manuscript should be followed of tener than Wellmann allowed 
himself to follow them. 

To a smaller extent, and with something more of caution, 
the same observation may be applied to Oribasius, the Di 
group, and other texts of the alphabetic recension ; and in 
fact, for further study of Dioscurides' text, it would be de- 
sirable to examine other manuscripts of Oribasius and the 
alphabetic class, especially as regards their relation to E. 
For in spite of the corruptions incident to arbitrary rearrange- 
ment of the matter, it does not seem to me improbable that 
they may here and there preserve correct readings. 

This is frankly to advocate an eclectic procedure in consti- 
tuting the text ; but such a method seems to be justified by 
the evidence of the papyrus. For since Wellmann traces his 
" Joannine " recension to the second century, and the papyrus 
shows that a different form of the text was current scarcely 
later than the middle of that century, it is clear that two 
good but different forms of the text were known within a 
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generation or two after the author's death. This is not 
surprising in the case of a technical work where little value 
is set upon verbal style. Is it not possible that the differ- 
ences may go back even to the author's lifetime ? If Dios- 
curides dictated from his notes to a group of scribes using 
shorthand, their copies would show very much the same sort 
of variety as is observed in the different forms of our text, 
and some of the copies might escape the author's revision. 
Thus two or more texts might come into being under such 
circumstances that no one of them could claim exclusive 
authority. 



